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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This is in response to the arguments filed on 03/07/2008. 

2. Claims 7-16 are pending in the application. 

3. Claims 7-16 have been rejected. 

Response to Amendment 

4. The examiner approves the amendments made to claims 7-16. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 7-1 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Michel Farges hereafter Farges (US patent 6125405) in view of Mooney et al hereafter 
Mooney (US Patent 5515440). 

7. As per claim 7, Farges discloses an authentication device comprising a message 
storage device, a protected device connected to said storage device, a display device 
connected to said protected device, characterized in that the protected device is 
provided with inputs/outputs 11/01 of commands/data for the link with said storage 
device and 12/02 of display for the link with said display device, physically separate (col. 
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3, lines 35-55, col. 4, lines 16-40, col. 1, lines 43-49). Though, Frages mentions a 
microprocessor, he does not expressly discloses the device is constituted by a 
microprocessor card. However, in the same field of endeavor, Mooney discloses the 
device is constituted by a microprocessor card (col. 1, lines 60-67, col. 2, lines 1-9). 
Accordingly, it would been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the network security art at 
the time of invention was made to have incorporated Mooney's teachings of method 
device with microprocessor card with the teachings of Farges, for the purpose of 
suitably using the protected device incorporated with storage and display device with 
separate input/output (col. 1 , lines 60-67, col. 2, lines 1-9). 

8. As per claim 8, Farges discloses the authentication device characterized in that 
the only logic link between the commands/data circulating between said protected 
device and said storage device on one hand and data circulating between said 
protected device and said display device on the other hand, is the software of said 
protected device (col. 3, lines 35-55, col. 4, lines 16-40, col. 1, lines 43-49). 

9. As per claim 9, Farges discloses the authentication device characterized in that 
said display device is a printer, a screen, or a filing device (col. 3, lines 35-55, col. 4, 
lines 16-40, col. 1, lines 43-49). 

10. As per claim 10, Farges discloses a device able to be connected to a message 
storage device and to a display device, characterized in that it is provided with 
inputs/outputs 11/01 of commands/data for the link with said storage device and 12/02 of 
display for the link with said display device, physically separate, (col. 3, lines 35-55, col. 

4, lines 16-40, col. 1, lines 43-49). Though, Frages mentions device with a 
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microprocessor, he does not expressly discloses the device is constituted by a 
microprocessor card. However, in the same field of endeavor, Mooney discloses the 
device is constituted by a microprocessor card (col. 1, lines 60-67, col. 2, lines 1-9). 
The same motivation that was utilized in the combination of claim 7 applies equally as 
well to claim 10. 

11. As per claim 1 1 , Farges discloses the microprocessor card characterized in that 
the only logic link between the commands/data circulating between said microprocessor 
card and said storage device on one hand and data circulating between said 
microprocessor card and said display device on the other hand, is the software of said 
card (col. 3, lines 35-55, col. 4, lines 16-40, col. 1, lines 43-49). 

12. As per claim 12, Farges discloses the microprocessor card characterized in that 
it comprises a physically separate inlet to enter a confidential code (col. 3, lines 35-55, 
col. 4, lines 16-40, col. 1, lines 43-49). 

1 3. As per claim 1 3, Farges discloses a box able to receive a protected device and 
able to be connected to a message storage device and to a display device, 
characterized in that it comprises a data/command circuit for the link with said storage 
device and a display circuit for the link with said display device, the inlets/outlets of said 
data/command circuit and said display circuit being electrically independent (col. 3, lines 
35-55, col. 4, lines 16-40, col. 1 , lines 43-49). Though, Frages mentions the 
microprocessor, he does not expressly discloses the box is constituted by a 
microprocessor card. However, in the same field of endeavor, Mooney discloses the the 
box is constituted by a microprocessor card (col. 1, lines 60-67, col. 2, lines 1-9). 
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The same motivation that was utilized in the combination of claim 7 applies equally as 
well to claim 13. 

14. As per claim 14, Farges discloses the box characterized in that the only logic link 
between the data circulating in the data/commands and display circuits is the software 
of said protected device (col. 3, lines 35-55, col. 4, lines 16-40, col. 1, lines 43-49). 

1 5. As per claim 1 5, Farges discloses the box characterized in that it comprises a 
keyboard allowing to enter data, such as a confidential code (col. 3, lines 35-55, col. 4, 
lines 16-40, col. 1, lines 43-49). 

16. As per claim 16, Farges discloses an authentication device of a message, 
comprising an-storage device, a protected device connected to said storage device, a 
display device connected to said protected device to form a secure environment, 
wherein the protected device configured to form a bridge between the storage device 
and the display device, and wherein the storage device is an uncertain zone and the 
display device is a certain zone (col. 3, lines 35-55, col. 4, lines 16-40, col. 1, lines 43- 
49). Though, Frages mentions the microprocessor, he does not expressly discloses the 
box is constituted by a microprocessor card. However, in the same field of endeavor, 
Mooney discloses the the box is constituted by a microprocessor card (col. 1 , lines 60- 
67, col. 2, lines 1-9). 

The same motivation that was utilized in the combination of claim 7 applies equally as 
well to claim 16. 



Conclusion 



Application/Control Number: 10/706,021 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2136 

1 7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Mohammad w. Reza whose telephone number is 571- 

272- 6590. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F (9:00-5:00). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, MOAZZAMI NASSER G can be reached on (571)272-4195. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 

273- 8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

/Nasser G Moazzami/ Mohammad Wasim Reza 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 21 36 AU 21 36 



